MURDER   IN   MARSEILLES
with   the   mourning  of   France   and   Jugoslavia,   insisted
that those responsible should be punished.   The second re-
called League obligations to repress terrorism and respect
territorial integrity.  The third section has the meat of the
compromise in it. It took note of the diplomatic exchanges
between Jugoslavia and Hungary from 1932 to 1934, and that
* various questions relative to the existence or the activities
outside Jugoslav territory of terrorist elements have not been
settled in a manner which has given satisfaction to the Jugo-
slav Government'. It then went on to deliver a verdict upon
which Solomon in all his glory could hardly have improved.
6 The Council . . . being of opinion as the result of
these discussions and documents that certain Hungarian
authorities may have assumed at any rate through neglig-
ence certain responsibilities relative to acts having a con-
nexion with the preparation of the crime of Marseilles:
6 Considering on the other hand that it is incumbent on
the Hungarian Government, conscious of its international
responsibilities, to take at once appropriate punitive action
in the case of any of its authorities whose culpability may
be established;
1 Convinced of the goodwill of the Hungarian Govern-
ment to perform its duty:
* Requests it to communicate to the Council the measures
it takes to this effect/
Those who are sceptical of the resources of diplomacy
should ponder over these words. Although Eden called the
Hungarian Government to order he levels no clear-cut accusa-
tion against it, nor does he suggest its acquiescence in any
procedure incompatible with national sovereignty. When
responsibility for the crime is presumed—the reference is
simply to * certain Hungarian authorities'; when the pre-
sumption is to be verified and the criminals punished the
Hungarian Government alone is cited. The Survey or Inter-
national Affairs for 1934 stresses the * notable contrast offered
here to the Austro-Hungarian Government's ultimatum of
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